that will foster (or its absence will impede) the development of democracies in these countries. 2 More broadly speaking, this political culture approach to democratization argues that certain mass orientations, such as interpersonal trust as well as support for democratic values and institutions must be present in society before democracy can take root or become consolidated. 3 The purpose of this article is not to dispute the basic assumptions of the political culture approach to democratization. Rather, it is to address two inter-related aspects of democratization that have been given less attention in the emerging literature on popular support for democracy in post-socialist societies. The first deals with the extent to which support for democracy is similar among ordinary citizens and political elites. Almost all of the previous studies of support for democracy in post-Soviet societies have focused on the mass citizenry only. 4 While citizen support for democracy may be one of the critical factors needed for the successful development of a democratic system, it may be even more important to know if that support is similar for both ordinary citizens and political elites. In fledgling democracies, especially those emerging from seventy years of communist rule where representation and accountability were not mainstays of government, the ordinary citizens and the elite may think very differently about what democracy means, and what type of democracy would be best for their societies. A comparison of mass and elite beliefs about democracy would shed light on whether or not the leaders and ordinary citizens share a common political culture. Are their beliefs similar, and are the beliefs and preferences expressed by the mass and elite correlated with the same political and socio-demographic factors? According to some, the process of democratization would be smoother in societies where political leaders and ordinary citizens share a common understanding of what democracy means than in societies where the mass and elite hold different conceptions of democracy. 5 This is crucial to understanding the development of democracy and a representational system. If the political changes occurring in these emerging democracies are initiated and institutionalized by the political leaders, it becomes important to know if the leaders are taking the new regimes in a direction supported by the citizenry, or if they are reforming the system despite what the citizens prefer.
The second aspect of democratization studies addressed in this article entails an examination of certain methods that have been used to gauge popular support for democratic values. Virtually all of the empirical investigation of popular support for democracy follows the same research methodology. This methodology involves devising a set of survey questions that reflect certain democratic principles -such as competitive elections, a competitive party system or freedom to criticize government -and then asking the survey respondents to indicate a positive to negative evaluation of each principle. 6 The extent of support for these various principles thus reveals the overall level of support for democracy.
On the surface, this research approach appears reasonable and it certainly fits with measurement models applied generally in the social sciences. Nevertheless, there exist some potential problems that should be addressed. First, the approach implies that there is widespread agreement on the principles or characteristics that define a democracy. Those characteristics or values that the researcher selects for the survey questions are presumed to be the ones that citizens in the emerging democracies also see as relevant and important. Clearly, if the citizens in the emerging democracies have a different conception of democracy than does the researcher, then the measures of democratic principles may prove to be an invalid measure of support for democracy. 7 Predicting the success or failure of democratization in these countries from the measures of democratic support would thus be subject to considerable error.
Secondly, the approach that is used when measuring support for democratic principles often involves selecting the survey indicators with factor analysis. Using factor analysis to select the items produces a set of measures that are similar in substantive content and distinct from other concepts. What factor analysis does not do, however, is demonstrate the extent to which the attitudes 6 Richard Rose and William Mishler, 'Reacting to Regime Change in Eastern Europe: Polarization or Leaders and Laggards?' (Centre for the Study of Public Policy, University of Strathclyde, No. 210, 1993) , have objected to this approach by suggesting that it is more realistic to measure support for the current regime as compared to the former communist system, rather than measuring support for ideal democratic principles. Their argument suggests that some of the ideal principles may not apply to an evaluation of the current democratic regime. In part, this is similar to the argument made in this article. However, the argument here stresses the need for using principles and values that are relevant to the conceptions of democracy expressed by the people of the societies where democratization is being examined. 7 An example of how an invalid and unreliable measure of support for democracy could arise is as follows. Suppose that the citizens think about democracy as a form of government that will promote individual prosperity while controlling corruption and crime, but the researcher asks survey questions about support for competitive political parties, free elections and protecting minority rights. The respondent may answer the researchers' survey questions, but those answers may have very little to do with other modes of support for or opposition to democracy such as voting for an anti-democratic candidate or participating in an anti-democratic demonstration. However, if the researcher had measured support for democracy in terms of promoting economic opportunity or rule of law and protection of individual rights, they would have had a more valid and reliable measure because that is how the public understands democracy, and those terms would have been more relevant to (capable of predicting) their political behaviour. Because democracy is a complex, potentially multi-dimensional concept it is important that the researcher measure the most salient and relevant aspects of this concept.
are crystallized or consistently held from item to item. 8 In other words, a majority of the citizens in the aggregate may support the various democratic principles, but these various norms and beliefs may not form a coherent democratic ideology.
Finally, scholars question whether citizens in countries dominated for decades by authoritarian rule have formed a coherent belief system that informs their political attitudes. 9 Sceptics contend that the authoritarian systems did not provide sufficient political information or levels of mass and elite discourse for average citizens to form stable and meaningful opinions on political issues. These critics raise questions concerning the appropriateness of surveys with ordinary citizens as a method for studying the newly emerging democracies in the former Soviet bloc. While respondents may answer survey questions, these sceptics claim that they really do not understand abstract concepts such as democracy and that there is little coherence to their various political beliefs. Given this absence of informed political opinion, the citizenry cannot provide a stable foundation for the development of democracy. Others have argued that the situation in post-socialist societies since 1989 is one of territorial, ideological and political confusion and uncertainty. 10 If this is accurate, we should find little shared understanding of abstract political concepts such as democracy or a market economy among the public in general, and at the individual level we should find little coherence or consistency in beliefs regarding democracy and a market system.
Each of the problems mentioned above poses a potentially serious limitation to the study of popular support for democracy and the broader study of democratization in terms of political culture. This article proceeds by examining each potential problem in turn. The meaning of democracy as articulated by political elites and ordinary citizens in Russia and Ukraine is examined first. 8 Factor analysis tends to emphasize differences between the magnitudes of the correlations among various sets of items rather than the coherence among the measures, especially when orthogonal rotation is utilized. That is, two sets of items could produce a two-factor solution because the correlations within each set are larger than the correlations across the sets. Yet, at the same time, the correlations within each set could be relatively low in absolute terms (for more on this, see J. Scott Long, Confirmatory Factor Analysis (Beverly Hills, Calif.: Sage Publications, 1983); Edward G. Carmines and Richard A. Zeller, Reliability and Validity Assessment (Beverly Hills, Calif.: Sage Publications, 1979). Therefore, when it comes to examining the coherence or consistency of attitudes on some particular topic, such as support for democratic principles, it is advisable to examine some measure of inter-item association in addition to the factor analysis.
9 For a discussion of these concerns, Then we determine if these conceptions of democracy reflect ideals that are widely held in common by all segments of post-Soviet societies or if they reflect variation in background as well as current attitudinal and behavioural orientations. If similar ideas about the meaning of democracy, or support for democratic principles, are uniformly distributed across the mass and elite, we could conclude that these two sets of actors share a common political culture.
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By contrast, variation across categories defined by demographics, policy preferences, level of political participation or involvement in a political party would contradict the shared political culture thesis while at the same time revealing those factors that shape or influence beliefs about democracy. Next we turn to an investigation of the connection between the saliency of democracy and the extent to which support for various democratic principles are internally consistent and form a democratic ideology. Finally, we draw out some implications of what the findings indicate about the current level of popular support for democracy in Russia and Ukraine, as well as for the future study of democratization.
The empirical evidence presented below derives from surveys conducted in the summer of 1992 and 1995 with both ordinary citizens and elites. The surveys of ordinary citizens involved face-to-face interviews with a cross-section of 1,300 Russian and 900 Ukrainian adults in 1992 and 1,700 Russians and 1,000 Ukrainians in 1995. The elite samples included two different sets of respondents: legislators from the national parliaments and administrators from the major governmental ministries. The 1992 Russian elite sample included eighty-seven legislators and twenty-five administrators for a total of 112 respondents, whereas the Ukrainian sample was comprised of fifty legislators and fifteen administrators for a total sample of sixty-five. The 1995 Russian elite sample included 125 members of the Russian parliament (ninety-five from the State Duma and thirty from the Federation Council), and seventy-five administrators. The Ukrainian elite sample for 1995 was made up of a hundred members of the Ukrainian Supreme Council (the parliament) and fifty high-level administrators. The legislators included in the study comprise a proportionate random sample drawn from all legislators who came from the districts which matched the places where the citizen samples had been selected. The administrators comprised a sample of all deputy ministers of the largest and most important government ministries. A more complete description of these surveys and samples is available from the authors. 12 The mass samples, in each case, used a multi-stage probability approach. In the first stage, geographically based primary sampling units were selected across each country reflecting both urban and rural areas. In Russia, the PSUs were drawn only from the area west of the Urals. Later stages in the sample design were based on further subdivisions of the PSUs. Final selection of the respondent was made by selecting addresses from residence lists and then applying the Kish method for within household selection. No substitution was allowed. Some of the Russian parliament members Before moving on, it may be helpful to remind the reader briefly of the historical circumstances existing in Russia and Ukraine at the time the surveys were conducted. Roughly six months prior to the 1992 surveys the Soviet Union collapsed, and the former Soviet Republics became independent countries. The speed and direction of reform was still a matter of political debate only six months after the collapse of communist rule. Among the Russian and Ukrainian citizenry, roughly six out of ten believed that reform was moving too quickly and slightly more than half negatively evaluated the political change that had occurred during the past year.
Yet for the parliamentary members who had been elected in the semidemocratic elections of 1990, the summer of 1992 was a period of relative calm. The short-lived, armed stand-off that occurred when Russian democrats defended the White House during the attempted coup of August 1991 was quickly eclipsed, as a topic of concern and conversation, by more pressing issues of relevance to both Russia and Ukraine, such as the speed of economic reform and who would control the nuclear weapons or the Black Sea fleet. Moreover, while the tensions between the Russian parliament and the presidency began to loom on the horizon towards the end of 1992, this opposition did not turn to armed conflict until the September-October crisis of 1993, well after the 1992 surveys were conducted. Towards the end of 1992 the Russian government decided to move rapidly towards a market economy and privatization. Ukraine, on the contrary, took a much slower approach to economic reform during the immediate post-Soviet period.
Following the collapse of the Soviet Union, both Russia and Ukraine experienced political reform that included institutional change in their parliamentary structures and the holding of new elections. The post-Soviet Russian parliament (the Federal Assembly) is composed of two chambers. The lower chamber is called the State Duma (450 seats), while the upper chamber is the 178 member Federation Council. In both the December 1993 and December 1995 Russian elections the Communist Party of the Russian Federation and Vladimir Zhirinovsky's ultra-nationalist Liberal Democratic Party embarrassed the democratic reformers by capturing more parliamentary seats than did the combined efforts of the parties led by the reformers.
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The communists made a similar showing in the 1994 Ukrainian elections held in March and April. These were the first general elections held after Ukraine became independent in 199l. The majority of the 5,833 candidates for the 450 positions of deputy to the newly revised parliament (the Supreme Council) ran (F'note continued) interviewed in 1995 had been elected 'at large', thus they could not be sampled on the basis of a voting district that matched the location of the mass sample. Instead they were matched on the geographical location of their residence. as independents (all legislators were elected from single-member constituencies). The election outcome gave the largest bloc of seats to the independents (40.2 per cent), but the leftist parties captured 36.3 per cent of the seats (the Communist Party alone gained 25.4 per cent of the seats). The pro-democratic centrist parties (most notably the Interregional Bloc for Reforms) and nationalist parties (especially Rukh, the organization that had led the movement for independence from the Soviet Union), received 8 per cent and 15 per cent respectively. Overall, the election results appeared to produce a parliament with a somewhat leftist orientation and a preference for moving slowly towards economic reform.
Presumably people accept democracy because it is an effective mechanism for reaching an agreement and discovering the common good. 15 Yet defining democracy remains an elusive task, as different scholars provide different meanings of the concept according to their ideological and professional backgrounds. 16 Some of these definitions emphasize institutional and procedural aspects. 17 Dahl's 18 list of seven institutions -elected officials, free and fair elections, inclusive suffrage, the right to run for office, freedom of expression, alternative information and the right to form independent groupings -is widely employed to categorize states into democratic and authoritarian regimes. 19 Other definitions tend to give more emphasis to majority rule and the democratic values. For example, one definition that has survived the ages is that 'democracy is a form of government in which the people rule'. 20 In short, democracy can have different meanings with numerous implications for a variety of social values and institutional arrangements. The important question here is: to what extent are these democratic theorists' meanings of democracy reflected, if at all, in the notions of democracy held by citizens living in the societies experiencing transitions from authoritarian rule? Moreover, if democracy is to be 'rule by the people', then we would want to know if the political leaders -those who are actually formulating the institutions and procedures for these newly emerging democracies -have a conception of democracy that is similar to that expressed by the ordinary citizens. If there are major discrepancies between the meaning of democracy expressed by the mass and elite in post-Soviet societies we need to be concerned about the extent to which representation is actually occurring in these countries.
The evidence for comparing the meaning of democracy that is held by ordinary citizens and elites in Russia and Ukraine comes from responses to an open-ended question asked in the 1992 surveys (while this question was not repeated in the 1995 surveys, questions regarding democratic principles were asked in both years). This survey question was: 'There is considerable argument concerning the meaning of democracy. What does democracy personally mean to you?' The exact same question was asked of both ordinary citizens and elite respondents.
We know of no other similar survey data from the former Soviet Union asking both average citizens and national elites about the meaning of democracy. Two studies, however, have reported on the conceptions of democracy held by local political leaders in Belarus and Ukraine. 21 While these local elite studies provide a starting point for some basic empirical expectations, they are, unfortunately, far too brief to offer much insight into the beliefs about democracy expressed generally by people in post-Soviet societies.
Before turning to the types and distribution of answers given in response to the question about the meaning of democracy, it is instructive to examine the average number of responses as an indicator of how salient the topic of democracy was in 1992. By salience we mean the individual's awareness of the concept of democracy. We assume that an individual who has more to say about the meaning of democracy has a richer understanding, or more fully developed cognitions of democracy than an individual who has relatively little or nothing to say about the meaning of democracy.
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Given the absence of any previous data on this topic from the former Soviet Union, we had no particular expectations about the average number of answers that the mass survey respondents would give to the question about the meaning 21 of democracy. Nevertheless, previous studies comparing mass and elites do suggest that we should expect, on average, more responses from the elite than from ordinary citizens because of differences in levels of education and political involvement. 23 Moreover, contrary to what is suggested by those sceptics who argue that citizens of the former Soviet Union should have no understanding of 'democracy,' there are historical reasons why 'democracy' is not an unknown concept to the people of the former Soviet Union. For example, a particular concept of democracy was, in fact, part of communist philosophy. The Soviet Marxist perspective generally held that democracy is not present so long as one class dominates the others within a society. Thus, achieving true democracy requires, and is tantamount to, ending class domination and conflict, hence achieving communism. Soviet scholars and politicians claimed that their system of soviets, or councils, represented a higher 'democratic' status than could be found in Western bourgeois democracies.
24 They tended to criticize any formal checks on the power of the soviets (countervailing institutions, judicial review, etc.) as being anti-majoritarian. Also, starting in the early 1960s the Soviet government provided some limited opportunities for democratic participation among the citizenry. 25 In addition, as part of his glasnost' programme, Gorbachev called for more 'democratization' of the Soviet Union including multi-candidate elections, a permanent legislature and the creation of independent associations. 26 Given this past history we should expect, contrary to what the sceptics argue, that the mass public in Russia and Ukraine will exhibit at least some basic understanding of democracy.
As expected, the average number of responses to the question on the meaning of democracy was greater among the elite than among the ordinary citizens (see Table 1 ). Despite the differences in education or involvement, the Ukrainian elite gave a significantly higher number of responses than the Russian elite (60 per cent of Ukrainians as compared with 47 per cent of Russians gave two or more responses). This difference may reflect the relative degree of power and influence that Russia and Ukraine had in the Soviet Union, as well as which set of elites may have felt more repressed by the Soviet system. 27 27 The previous studies on local elites (see Grischenko, 'Belarus'; Boukhalov and Ivannikov, 'Ukraine') also found that Ukrainian local leaders were more likely than Belarus leaders to give responses to the question about the meaning of democracy. In Ukraine 16 per cent, as compared with 28 per cent of local leaders in Belarus, gave no responses to the question. difference does not appear, however, among the ordinary citizens. In fact, a smaller percentage of Ukrainians than Russians gave two or more responses, a point we return to shortly. Nevertheless, while the ordinary citizens gave significantly fewer responses than the elite, roughly three out of every four citizens gave at least one answer to the question. We could reasonably conclude, therefore, that democracy was a familiar and salient concept for a significant proportion of the post-Soviet citizenry, especially that quarter to one-third of the population that gave two or more responses to the question. The concept of democracy was not equally salient, however, to all segments of the Russian and Ukrainian populations. But, the variation in saliency across subsets of these populations was not totally unexpected, although some surprises did emerge. Among the elite of both countries, administrators, those from urban environments, and the middle-aged gave slightly more comments than did the elite on average (see Table 2 ). None of these differences, however, were statistically significant.
Another factor that might have been expected to influence the salience and coherence of political beliefs, even among the elite, is attachment to and participation in a political party. 28 In addition to other functions, political parties act to clarify and articulate alternative positions on political issues, as well as providing a forum for the exchange of political views. Given this informational function of political parties, we would expect that those who are active in a party should hold more fully developed political ideologies.
As expected, Table 2 demonstrates that political leaders active in a political party (labelled high involvement) gave significantly more substantive com- ments regarding the meaning of democracy than did those who were not party members (labelled low involvement). However, in 1992 the party systems in Russia and Ukraine were still in a nascent stage of development. 29 Only 39 per cent of the Russian elite, and 16 per cent of the Ukrainian, indicated that they were active in a political party. That level of activity, even among a set of individuals who are already highly involved in politics, was clearly correlated with an increased articulation of democratic tenets (see Table 2 ). Of course, this correlation does not demonstrate causality, but it certainly does support the theory that institutions such as political parties do promote greater issue articulation and ideological thinking. Nevertheless, except for partisan involvement there was little systematic variation in the saliency of democracy across various subsets of the elite sample. Moreover, the elite simply did not vary on those demographic factors, such as gender or education, that proved important when examining the number of responses given by the ordinary citizens.
A multivariate analysis of the number of responses given by the mass respondents, by contrast, revealed that gender, education and political involvement all contributed independently (statistically significant at p Ͻ 0.01) as explanations for the variation in the saliency of democracy among ordinary citizens. 30 Males, the better educated and the most politically involved, all gave above average numbers of responses (see Table 2 ). Given the impact of education on saliency and the fact that Russians are better educated than Ukrainians, 31 it is understandable that Russians, on average, gave a slightly higher number of responses than did Ukrainians.
In general, the pattern of differences in the saliency of democracy across the various demographic categories presented in Table 2 is not unexpected. What is surprising is the level of saliency attained among the better educated and most involved segments of the mass public. 32 The saliency of democracy among those ordinary citizens with a higher educational degree or a high level of political involvement is almost the same as that found for the political elite. Indeed, in Russia there is no significant difference between the saliency of democracy among these subpopulations in the mass public and the elite taken as a whole (see Table 2 ). This is very unexpected given previous work comparing mass and elites in Western democracies showing that elites have more fully developed political cognitions than even the highly educated or highly involved segments of the mass public. 33 The similarity in the level of saliency among the most involved citizens and the elite is particularly surprising given that this subgroup represents that 25 per cent of the public most engaged in politics and not just some small segment of the public. The relatively high level of saliency of 30 The regression equations predicting the number of responses for Russia and Ukraine are very similar. Education and involvement are equally powerful predictors (significance of t ϭ 0.001) while gender is much weaker but yet significant (t ϭ 0.02). Age and urban or rural identities on the contrary are not significant. The adjusted R 2 for the equations are 0.10 for Russia and 0.13 for Ukraine. 31 The mean level of education for the Ukrainian respondents is 3.6 as compared with 4.5 for the Russians, where having only a primary education was scored 1 while earning a graduate degree was scored 9. By comparison virtually all of the elite respondents had a higher education diploma and about a quarter had a postgraduate degree. 32 The Grischenko 'Belarus' study of local leaders in Ukraine found an emphasis on freedom versus rule of law that is similar to what we find for ordinary citizens. Apparently the views of local leaders lie somewhere between those of national leaders and ordinary citizens. 33 See Philip E. Converse and Roy Pierce, Political Representation in France (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1986).
concerns about democracy among this group clearly reveals the powerful impact that participation in politics can have on an individual's ability to articulate abstract political concepts.
T H E M E A N I N G O F D E M O C R A C Y : T H E C I T I Z E N S ' P E R S P E C T I V E
While there may be considerable variation in the saliency of democracy across demographic and political categories of post-Soviet publics, this does not imply that there will also be considerable variation in the meaning of democracy. Indeed, if democracy is an 'ideal' type of government or political system with particular features that are widely recognized, we should expect little variation in the meaning of democracy across subpopulations. Likewise, we should expect little discrepancy in the conception of democracy articulated by the mass and elite in a given society where those two sets of political actors share a common political culture.
Contrary to these expectations, the empirical evidence reveals major differences between the meaning of democracy as espoused by the mass and elite (see Table 3 ; for the more extensive coding categories see Appendix l). The elite, relative to ordinary citizens, gave far more emphasis to democracy as the rule of law, whereas the masses emphasized freedom (especially freedom of speech, individual choice and freedom of beliefs). The elite also placed relatively more emphasis on responsibility for one's own actions and respect for the rights of others (see Table 3 ). Perhaps this emphasis on rule of law and responsibility articulated by the elite is understandable given that they are directly involved in creating the laws and institutions that provide the rule of law and that protect the rights and freedoms of citizens. A more cynical 34 Unlike the elite questionnaire, the mass respondents were not asked to what extent they were active in a political party, thus this could not be correlated with saliency of democracy. The ordinary citizens were, however, asked if there was any particular political party that best represented their interests. This question is more similar to a party identification measure than a measure of party involvement. Nevertheless, those who indicated that some party reflected their interests also gave significantly more responses to the meaning of democracy question than did those who had no partisan tie. In Russia, those with a favoured party gave, on average, 1.51 responses as compared with 1.12 among those with no party attachment. The comparable numbers in Ukraine are 1.27 and 0.94. However, only 16 per cent of Russians and 15 per cent of Ukrainians felt that some particular party best represented their interests. Also, controlling on a level of political involvement almost completely explains the difference in saliency for partisan and non-partisan respondents.
There is one case, however, where the differences are not accounted for by level of involvement. Those respondents who indicated that the democratically orientated parties of Russia (Democratic Russia) and Ukraine (Rukh) best reflected their interests, gave even more responses to the democracy question than did the average partisan identifier. Democratic Russia and Rukh identifiers gave an average of 1.66 and 1.56 responses respectively. Apparently those citizens who identified with the political organization that had spearheaded the democratic mass movements in Russia and Ukraine had given more thought to what democracy was all about than had even the average highly involved citizen. These partisan identifiers, however, were a very small percentage of the population in 1992, as only 4.3 per cent of the Russian sample identified with Democratic Russia and 4.7 per cent of the Ukrainians identified with Rukh. interpretation of the results would be that the political leaders were merely reflecting the authoritarian orientation of the leadership cadres socialized under the former communist regime, thus their emphasis on social control. The public, by contrast, in emphasizing freedom appears to be giving more weight to that aspect of democracy that they were most lacking under the totalitarian regime of the Soviet Union.
The mass and elite were also quite different in the percentages making negative comments about democracy (see Table 3 ). The Russian and Ukrainian citizens have identical percentages expressing negative views of democracy (14 per cent) while none of the Ukrainian elite and only 5 per cent of the Russian leaders made negative remarks about democracy. Apparently the negative comments made by the Russian elite were an early indicator of the turmoil that eventually erupted in the parliament.
The relatively low frequency of certain types of responses in Table 3 is equally as noteworthy as those that are emphasized. Given the importance of equality as part of the communist ideology, it is very surprising that conceptions of democracy as a means for promoting equality or equal opportunity are not more prevalent in Table 3 . Likewise, given that the post-Soviet societies are reforming their economic systems at the same time that they reform their political system, it is surprising to find relatively few individuals thinking of democracy as a means for promoting economic opportunities or the private ownership of property. The low incidence of comments of an economic nature raises questions about the extent to which the post-Soviet public perceives a connection between economic and democratic reform. Some scholars argue that democratization and economic change go hand-in-hand while others suggest that there is no necessary association between the two. 35 While there may be a correspondence between market economics and democratic systems at the macro level, the responses to the question on the meaning of democracy suggest that at the individual level, for both average citizens and elites, there is little salient connection between beliefs about democracy and economic principles, an implication we return to again later.
In sum, when the most prominent meanings of democracy as expressed by the mass and elite are compared, there appears to be considerable similarity in their overall conception of democracy. Both the mass public and elites think of democracy as promoting freedom of expression, rule of law and majority rule (power of the people). Nevertheless, the differences in emphasis of meaning are large enough to suggest that the popular conception of democracy does not reflect a set of norms and beliefs that are enduring and widely shared by most post-Soviet citizens and political leaders. Moreover, the mass and elite differences suggest, presumably because they indirectly reflect differences in levels of education and political involvement, that beliefs about democracy vary across demographic and political categories rather than reflecting a shared common culture. If such variation is found, it would in turn imply that these conceptions of democracy may be relatively ephemeral and subject to change as a consequence of shifts in environmental circumstances, political conditions, issue preferences or participatory involvement.
To address this possibility we must look for variation in the meaning of democracy across subgroups of the mass and elite populations. Such an examination of the empirical evidence reveals that there is indeed systematic variation in the meaning of democracy across different subsets of both the elite and mass respondents. For example, Table 4 reveals that the elite from the urban areas of Russia and Ukraine were more likely to think of democracy in terms of rule of law, whereas those from rural areas gave relatively more emphasis to freedom. A similar difference is found between legislators and administrators. Legislators emphasize the rule of law while administrators give more weight to freedom. Systematic differences also emerge when the elite are divided by their orientation between who should be responsible for providing a job and a good standard of living for people: the government or individuals themselves. Those preferring more responsibility for the individual gave greater emphasis to freedom while those preferring government guarantees for economic well-being emphasized the rule of law (see Table 4 ). Given that trust in people is often seen as important for the development of democracy, we also examined the relationship between trust and the meaning of democracy (results are not included in Table 4 ). A significant difference was found only among the Russian elite (no systematic differences were found among either the Ukrainian elite or the mass publics in either country). On the one hand, the roughly 30 per cent of the Russian elite who were less trusting of others gave significantly more emphasis to rule of law meanings than did those who trusted others (41 per cent and 28 per cent respectively). The trusting, on the other hand, gave somewhat more emphasis to majority rule (18 per cent among the trusting, 11 per cent for the distrusting). Possibly, although this is rather speculative, those who were less trusting of others saw democracy as providing rules that would protect them from those that they did not trust. Overall, however, these data suggest that trust in others plays a less important role in the establishment of a democratic political culture than previously suggested. 36 We could speculate further on what lies behind the other differences in emphasis as well. For example, the emphasis that urban elites give to the rule of law may reflect a concern about rising crime and disorder, thus they are more likely to see the rule of law aspect of democracy as a mechanism for dealing with these problems. Likewise, those who want the government to be responsible for economic well-being may emphasize the rule of law when discussing democracy because they also see the establishment of laws and procedures as the best way of attaining what they want from a democracy. But, what is more important is that the conceptions elites have of democracy are not universal; they vary systematically across demographic and attitudinal categories.
Even more telling is the finding that similar variation in the meaning of democracy occurs among the Russian and Ukrainian mass publics. In both countries, those respondents who lived in rural areas, who felt that their economic condition would improve in the coming year, who thought that individuals should be responsible for their own economic well-being, who were relatively more involved in politics, as well as the better-educated (not included in Table 5 ), all gave relatively greater emphasis to freedom when discussing the meaning of democracy (see Table 5 ). By comparison, those from urban areas, those who were pessimistic about their future economic situation, those looking to the government to provide a good standard of living, those less likely to participate and the less well-educated all gave relatively more emphasis to the rule of law. In addition, these latter subgroups, with the exception of those from urban areas, were all more likely to make relatively more negative comments about democracy (see Table 5 ). A separate analysis for Ukraine (not reported in Table 5 ), also revealed significant differences between respondents from East Identification with a political party, while not significant for elites, had some impact on the particular beliefs about democracy emphasized by ordinary citizens. Those citizens who felt that their interests were represented best by some particular party gave greater emphasis to freedom and majority rule, and significantly less emphasis to negative comments about democracy than did non-partisans in both Russia and Ukraine (the differences were about 10 percentage points in each country). Party identification was thus not only associated with increased saliency of democracy, but also a more positive view of what democracy meant. Of course, it must be recalled that in 1992 the most prevalent parties, and those positively assessed by the public, were prodemocratic (the communists were rated negatively by six out of ten Russians and Ukrainians). The correlation between party identification and democratic beliefs, therefore, may reflect self-selection rather than the impact of participation in a party organization.
In summary, the empirical evidence reveals significant variation in the conceptions of democracy that are expressed by mass and elites in post-Soviet Russia and Ukraine. The meaning of democracy as promoting freedom is more prevalent among citizens than is the notion of democracy as providing the rule of law, or equality or majority rule. On the one hand, the freedom to express oneself without the fear of government repression is clearly the modal feature in the ordinary citizen's understanding of democracy. The elite, on the other hand, take democracy to mean order, restraint and legal institutions (rule of law and responsibility). Although the emphasis given by the elite is akin to the institutional characteristics stressed by Dahl's definition of democracy, it also tends towards the promotion of mechanisms for social control.
The difference in conceptions of democracy expressed by the mass and elite is not necessarily a 'problem' for the development of democracy. After all, freedom of expression as well as rule of law are both integral parts of a broader conception of democracy. The potential for a problem to develop, however, arises from the absence of a commonly shared understanding of democracy. If the current democratically orientated government leaders pursue policies that maximize one conception of democracy, but this is not the form of democracy preferred by a significant portion of the citizenry, negative public attitudes towards 'democracy' may result. Given that future governments are now formulated through the ballot box, anti-democratic political leaders could potentially exploit this negative public sentiment and gain legitimate control of the government. Indeed, these are exactly the fears that have been raised by the gains that the communists and ultra nationalists made in the 1993 and 1995 Russian parliamentary elections.
While the observed differences between mass and elite conceptions of democracy are interesting in their own right, they are even more interesting because they show systematic variation across subgroups defined by demographic, attitudinal and behavioural categories. The implication of this variation is that people do not have a widely shared prototype of democracy in mind when they are evaluating the emerging political regimes in their countries. This also implies that public beliefs about democracy, during the years immediately following the collapse of the Soviet Union, may not have formed a tightly interwoven belief system or ideology.
A D E M O C R A T I C I D E O L O G Y ?
It is not possible to determine to what extent Russians and Ukrainians held consistent (that is, highly intercorrelated or structured) attitudes towards democracy from the responses to the open-ended question about the meaning of democracy. However, this can be ascertained from a set of closed-ended questions regarding democratic principles that were asked of the elite and mass survey respondents in both 1992 and 1995. The exact wording for the questions can be found in Appendix 2. The five questions all form a single factor in a factor analysis that included these items and another set of five questions measuring attitudes towards economic reform which also formed a separate factor (see Appendix 2 for question wording). The items dealing with attitudes towards economic reform are included for purposes of comparing the level of constraint found with the democracy questions to some other set of survey items. In addition, the economic reform measures can be used to test for the hypothesized correlation between support for democracy and market reform. The magnitude of this correlation would also indicate the extent to which mass and elite preferences reflect a broader reform ideology that connects democratic and market orientations. The specific survey questions used here to measure support for democratic principles were selected so as to reflect the major themes indicated by the responses to the open-ended questions about the meaning of democracy. Although none of the five questions regarding democratic principles referred to freedom of expression, 37 the items do deal with other aspects of democracy mentioned in response to the open-ended question. The five items refer to the need for leaders to compromise, the need for popular participation in politics even if the leaders are trustworthy, the right to organize opposition to government policies, the importance of competitive parties and the responsibility of the government to protect minority rights.
A clear majority of both elite and mass respondents preferred a prodemocracy position on all but one of the items regarding democratic principles in 1992. When presented with the statement that 'participation of people is not necessary if you have a few trusted competent leaders' (Q44), slightly more than half of the mass respondents agreed, whereas a majority of the elite disagreed (see Table 6 ). This item appears to be tapping an authoritarian orientation that may be a residue of communist domination. 38 While a large majority of the 1992 elite disagree with this item, approximately a quarter of the elite preferred that the public allow them to run the government with little input from the citizenry. The remaining items in the democratic principles subset reveal more congruence between the elite and mass than does the question about popular participation. Yet, even when a majority of both groups indicated the same preference, there were differences in the strength of those preferences. For example, 22 per cent and 35 per cent of the Russian and Ukrainian elite strongly agreed that party competition makes the system stronger, but only 14 per cent and 16 per cent of the mass respondents in those respective countries felt strongly about this belief. In general, however, democratic values were endorsed by a majority of both sets of respondents, thus confirming what had been previously found for at least ordinary citizens. 39 Furthermore, when these items are combined into a single index (with a range of 1 as low support for democratic principles to 20 as high support for democracy), making it much easier to assess change over time, it is evident that both the mass and elites express strong support for democratic principles. The elite express significantly more support for democratic principles than do the masses, but the differences are not huge. The index means for the Russian and Ukrainian ordinary citizens in 1992 were exactly the same (13.8), while the mean for the Russian elite was 15.1 and the Ukrainian elite was slightly higher at 16.6. Support for democracy among both average citizens and elites declined between 1992 and 1995. By 1995 the means on the democratic principles index were 12.9 and 13.1 for the Russian and Ukrainian masses respectively, whereas the comparable figures for the elite were 14.7 and 15.3. Apparently the recent resurgence of the Communists, especially in Russia, does correspond with a weakening of support for democracy and democratic principles. Nevertheless, the extent to which support for democratic principles has declined should not be overstated. Dichotomizing the index of democratic values at the midpoint of the scale reveals that as of mid-1995 slightly more than six out of every ten mass survey respondents, and an even larger percentage of the elites, in Russia and Ukraine expressed a pro-democratic preference (that is, above the midpoint of the index). Hence, it seems unlikely that post-Soviet citizens are ready to give up their newly acquired political freedoms and return to a more authoritarian political system.
At this point we could stop and conclude, on the basis of Table 6 and the 1992 and 1995 comparison, that support for democracy, despite recent declines, is alive and well in Russia and Ukraine, thereby confirming a number of previous studies. We suggest, however, that this would be an unwarranted conclusion if these attitudes on support for democracy are not only declining, but are also relatively inconsistent. To speak of relative inconsistency, however, requires a standard. Previous work has suggested two such standards: one is to compare mass and elite levels of consistency; the other is to compare the levels of constraint with different sets of measures. Previous studies of attitude 39 Gibson and Duch, 'Emerging Democratic Values in Soviet Political Culture'. consistency 40 reveal higher levels of attitude constraint among elites than among ordinary citizens. 41 We also find this difference when comparing measures of attitude consistency for the five questions on democratic principles (see Table  7 ). The average inter-item correlation among the five items for the Russian and Ukrainian elite was 0.26 and 0.31 respectively in 1992, which is virtually the same as it was more recently in 1995 (0.25 and 0.29). The comparable correlations for the ordinary citizens in Russia and Ukraine were 0.18 and 0.21 respectively in 1992, and 0.14 and 0.17 in 1995. However, these correlations are significantly lower than those obtained with the five economic reform items. The 1992 average inter-item correlation using the economic attitude measures for the elite was 0.43 (there was no difference between Russians and Ukrainians), whereas for the mass publics it was 0.35 in Russia and 0.30 for Ukraine. The comparable 1995 correlations were about 0.39 for the elites and 0.28 for the average citizens. This higher level of consistency for the economic items is somewhat surprising given that, unlike the concept of democracy, there was no history of tolerance for or discussion of free markets and capitalism under communism. Thus, as Duch 42 argues, we should have expected more consistency of attitudes regarding democratic principles than market reform.
Perhaps the greater degree of attitude crystallization (i.e., consistency) found with the economic items reflects the fact that people are experiencing the economic changes directly, whereas the political reforms are more abstract. Support for this interpretation comes from the finding that consistency among the five democratic principles items is much higher for those citizens most active in politics (about 0.26; 'about' indicating virtually no difference for Russia and Ukraine in either 1992 or 1995) than for uninvolved citizens (about 0.11). Moreover, among the most highly involved citizens there was yet an additional impact of partisan involvement. The constraint level among highly involved partisans was about 0.34 (actually 0.34 and 0.31 for Russia and Ukraine respectively in 1992, and 0.36 and 0.33 in 1995), while among the involved non-partisans the comparable measure of constraint equalled roughly 0.22 (little difference by country or year). This higher level of constraint among the very involved partisans was not a reflection of education either, as there was no difference in the education level of the highly involved partisans and non-partisans. This impact of partisan attachment was not found, by contrast, among the less involved citizens. But, a similar partisan effect was found for the elite. These results strongly suggest that parties, as an institution, do play 40 For example, Converse. 'The Nature of Belief Systems in Mass Publics'; Converse and Pierce, 'Political Representation in France'. 41 We report only inter-item correlations here as indicators of attitude consistency, however, we also computed Cronbach's Alpha for all of the comparisons. Alpha, unlike the Pearson correlation coefficient, is not affected by differences in item variance as it is a measure of consistent ordering of responses rather than covariance. The Alpha coefficients are not reported, however, because they gave virtually the same results as the correlation coefficients. 42 an important role in promoting the development of consistent policy views among those who are most involved in politics, 43 but a partisan orientation alone is not sufficient to promote attitude consistency.
Having a more fully developed understanding of democracy also influences the consistency level, even among the elite. The constraint level for Russian political leaders who gave none or only one answer to the 1992 question on the meaning of democracy is 0.20, whereas it reaches 0.38 among those who gave two or more responses (see Table 8 ). The comparable consistency levels for the Ukrainian elite were 0.27 and 0.42. Similar differences were found among ordinary citizens as well. Those who gave more than one response to the meaning of democracy question exhibited significantly higher levels of constraint than did those giving only one or no response. This difference persists even after controlling for education. However, it must be recalled that only about a quarter of the mass respondents gave more than one response. Clearly, the consistency among attitudes in support of democratic values depends heavily on the extent to which the individual has thought about the concept of democracy. The extent of thinking about democracy also has an impact on the degree to which support for democratic principles and support for a free market economy are associated at the individual level. But, this impact, at least among the 1992 elite, was less than straightforward. While a majority of the 1992 elite favoured a market economy (means of 12.5 and 13.5 for Russia and Ukraine respectively on a scale that ranged from 1 as low support and 20 as high support for a market economy), the mass respondents were evenly divided in their support or opposition to a free market (comparable means of 10.1 and 9.9). By 1995, however, support for market reform had declined sharply among both the masses and the elite. The 1995 elite means on the market reform index are 10.6 and 10.7 for Russia and Ukraine respectively. The comparable means for ordinary citizens are 8.6 and 8.8. In the aggregate, therefore, public attitudes towards the market had shifted considerably more between 1992 and 1995 than attitudes towards democratic principles shifted. Given that both sets of attitudes had changed in the same direction, however, does suggest a positive correlation between orientations towards democracy and marketization.
Among the 1992 political elite, however, there was virtually no correlation between support for democracy and support for economic reform (the correlation was Ϫ 0.02 for the Russian elite and Ϫ 0.03 for the Ukrainian elite, see Table 8 ). In short, the most pro-democratic elite in 1992 were no more or no less likely to prefer a market economy than were the least pro-democratic leaders. But remember, almost all of the elite (85 per cent) were pro-democratic.
Nevertheless, the correlation between support for a market economy and democracy was greatly affected by the extent to which the elite had thought about the meaning of democracy. Among those who had a more developed understanding of democracy (indicated by giving two or more responses to the open-ended question on the meaning of democracy) the correlation is a positive 0.18 in Russia and 0.12 in Ukraine (see Table 8 ). Among those leaders with a lesser developed understanding of democracy, by contrast, the comparable correlations are Ϫ 0.31 and Ϫ 0.43. The positive correlations found for the better informed are expected and readily interpretable.
Yet the negative correlations in 1992 are somewhat of a puzzle, as they indicate that strong support for democratic principles was significantly associated with preferences for a controlled economy. The negative correlations are made more understandable, however, by investigating what these particular members of the elite meant by democracy. Most of these elite members gave heavy emphasis to the rule of law and responsibility for personal actions when defining democracy. In brief, they saw democracy as involving more control of the masses, a belief that would correspond to support for a controlled economy as well. Hence, these elite respondents could support the broad principles of democracy reflected in the structured questions, but their responses to the open-ended question revealed that cognitively they understood democracy to be much more orientated towards social control than did those who had a more fully developed understanding of democracy.
The 1993 Ukrainian and 1994 Russian parliamentary elections, however, brought into office a whole new set of leaders. This turnover in leadership produced a set of leaders that was more like the citizenry in outlook on both democratic principles and economic reform. It is not surprising, therefore, that the correlations between elite support for democracy and a market economy found in 1995, relative to 1992, are more similar to those found for the population in general (0.23 and 0.22 for the Russian and Ukrainian elite respectively).
The correlations between support for democratic and market principles are simply much more straightforward among the ordinary citizens than among the elite. First and foremost, the data confirm what others had previously found, 44 namely, a statistically significant but very modest correlation between attitudes towards democracy and support for a market economy (a correlation of 0.23 and 0.14 for Russia and Ukraine respectively in 1992 and a comparable 0.14 and 0.20 in 1995). The strength of this correlation, however, was not consistently influenced by such factors as level of involvement or education. In fact, for both Russia and Ukraine the size of the correlation was slightly (although not significantly) lower among the better educated. The only factors that did have a consistent impact on the magnitude of the correlation between democratic and market orientation are the richness of cognitions regarding democracy (i.e., the number of responses given to the open-ended question) and partisanship. Among those citizens who were better informed about democracy in 1992 (gave two or more responses to the question on the meaning of democracy) economic and democratic orientation were correlated at 0.30 and 0.18 in Russia and Ukraine respectively (see Table 8 ), whereas the comparable correlations among those with a less well-developed understanding of democracy (0 or 1 response on the meaning of democracy) are 0.15 and 0.07. In short, a reform ideology that combines support for both democracy and a market economy is somewhat more likely to develop among those citizens who have a richer understanding of what democracy means.
The impact of a partisan attachment on the formation of a reform ideology, however, is even greater than that found with the richness of cognitions about democracy. In both Russia and Ukraine, those who identified with a party were consistently more in favour of both democracy and a market economy or consistently more opposed to both (correlations of 0.41 and 0.28 in Russia and Ukraine respectively in 1992; 0.29 and 0.27 in 1995) than were those who did not identify with a party (correlations of 0.17 and 0.19 in Russia and Ukraine in 1992; 0.08 and 0.12 in 1995). Moreover, these differences held regardless of level of education or involvement. The implication of this result is that among ordinary citizens partisanship promotes a consistent reform ideology, even if in many cases that ideology may not have a pro-market orientation (recall that in 1992 half of the citizens were opposed to a market economy, a figure that approaches two-thirds by 1995). The correlation does suggest, however, that maintaining or increasing support for democracy will likewise result (albeit rather weakly) in maintaining or increasing support for a market economy. Of
The living up to those principles? Because democracy rests on the consent of the governed, it depends on popular legitimacy much more than other forms of course, this correlation also implies that a drop in support for a market economy will be associated with a corresponding slight drop in support for democracy. Apparently this is exactly what occurred between 1992 and 1995.
L I N K I N G T H E M E A N I N G O F D E M O C R A C Y W I T H P E R C E I V E D D E M O C R A T I C P E R F O R M A N C E
At this point we can return to an argument made by Rose and Mishler, 46 among others. 47 These scholars of democratization ask what is more important to the success or failure of democratic transitions and consolidation: that the citizenry support the principles of democracy or that they perceive the current regime as government. That legitimacy, according to Lipset, 48 is best gained through prolonged effective government performance and the extent to which it satisfies the basic needs of the population and key power groups.
In short, while 60 per cent of the citizenry may support the principles of democracy, if they believe that the present regime is not fulfilling their expectations of that ideal democracy, then they will be less supportive of the current attempts at democratization. To what extent did the citizens of Russia and Ukraine perceive their current government as fitting with their notions of what a democracy should be like? In Russia, fewer than half (48 per cent) of the citizens thought that the central government in 1992 fitted with their understanding of a democracy 'a great deal' or 'somewhat' while 52 per cent said 'very little' or 'not at all' (see Table 9 ). By 1995 only 36 per cent of Russians felt that the central government fitted their image of a democracy. In Ukraine an even lower percentage of citizens in 1992 (41 per cent) and a comparable 37 per cent in 1995 felt that the government fitted their understanding of democracy a 'great deal' or 'somewhat'.
This perception of how well the government fitted with personal notions of democracy varied, however, by the particular meaning of democracy that each individual had in mind. For example, those who made negative comments about the meaning of democracy, not surprisingly, were also overwhelmingly negative in their assessments of the current regime's performance in both Russia and Ukraine. On the other hand, Table 9 also reveals that those Russian and Ukrainian citizens who thought about democracy in terms of various freedoms were more likely than the average citizen to see the government as fulfilling their expectations of a democracy. However, citizens of both countries who thought of democracy in terms of the rule of law -the meaning of democracy emphasized by the elite -were largely negative in their evaluations of the extent to which the current regime fitted their notion of a democracy. Similarly negative were those who focused on democracy as a system that would increase economic prosperity.
The analysis presented in Table 9 demonstrates that the individual's understanding of democracy is relevant to assessments of how well the government is perceived as fulfilling the expected norms of a democracy. This combination of information appears to be a more relevant and valid indicator of public support for democracy than asking only about support for democratic principles. 49 Clearly, if public support is an important ingredient for continued democratic reform in Russia and Ukraine, then it is fortunate, as Table 9 suggests, that so few citizens in these countries think of democracy in economic 48 Lipset, 'The Social Requisite of Democracy Revisited', p. 8. 49 The greater validity of a measure that combines the responses to the open-ended meaning of democracy and the assessment of how well the current regime fits with one's conception of a democracy can be determined from correlations with other criterion variables. For example, the 1992 mass survey contained ratings of Ruslan Khasbulatov, the Speaker of the Russian Congress of People's Deputies (RCPD) who was one of the leaders of the violent stand-off that occurred at the White House (the building where the RCPD met in Moscow) in September/October of 1993. The terms. At the same time, Table 9 also suggests those aspects of democracyfreedom, responsibility and majority rule -where the current regimes are doing a better job of fulfilling the citizens' expectations of a democracy. Given the evidence of Table 9 , the leaders of these countries would be well advised to keep public attention focused on these three aspects of democracy while they try to improve their performance with respect to other popular conceptions of democracy, particularly the rule of law (which includes the notion of law and order) or the belief that democracy is a mechanism for promoting economic prosperity.
C O N C L U S I O N Popular support for democratic institutions and principles may be an important factor in the equation explaining the eventual maintenance and consolidation or failure of fledgling democracies. Yet, if support for democracy is not validly measured we may never be able to detect how important this support is to the process of democratization. Various types of democracies exist. Some may share characteristics in common while others vary. People also have different conceptions of democracy and the type of democracy that may be best for their society.
When measuring support for democratic institutions or democratic values it is important to determine if these particular institutions or values are relevant to the concept that the respondent has about democracy or what democracy may mean in the context of their society. The individual may give a positive response to the abstract value because it sounds like an appealing goal rather than because it is an integral part of an enduring, firmly held set of fundamental beliefs. Moreover, even if citizens firmly support liberal democratic norms, they may believe that the actions of the current regime do not fulfil those norms. Knowledge about both types of information are critical to predicting overall public support for democratization.
A more reliable and valid measure of support for democracy that could be
study also included ratings of the ultra-nationalist Vladimir Zhirinovsky. Since both of these leaders are perceived as anti-democratic we should expect a measure of popular support for democracy to be negatively correlated with support for these leaders. As expected, we do find negative correlations between these ratings and three different measures of support for democracy: (1) the index of support for democratic principles, (2) the question concerning how well the current regime fits with the individual's understanding of democracy, and (3) the multiple correlation for a series of dichotomous variables that reflect the rows in Table 9 . For this last measure respondents were divided by the type of response given to the open-ended question and then assigned a code of '1' if they both mentioned that particular meaning of democracy and said that the current government fitted with their understanding of a democracy 'a great deal' or 'somewhat'. The resulting correlations are as follows: Democratic principles index, Khasbulatov Ϫ 0.08*, Zhirinovsky Ϫ 0.04; Regime fits democracy, Khasbulatov Ϫ 0.23**, Zhirinovsky Ϫ 0.15**; Meaning plus fits democracy, Khasbulatov Ϫ 0.29**; Zhirinovsky Ϫ 0.19** (*p ϭ 0.05, **p ϭ 0.001). While this is a rather limited test of validity, it does suggest that the second and third measures are more valid as indicators of public support for democracy than as a measure based only on democratic principles.
constructed for future studies, therefore, would start with an indicator of salience and the extent of understanding that the individual has of democracy. Next, it would have the individual evaluate how effectively the current regime fits with their conception of a democracy utilizing those aspects of democracy that they find meaningful. Finally, using the very same criteria, they could be asked to evaluate how effectively the last regime (or how some potential future regime or alternative set of leaders) fit these criteria. Admittedly, this approach to measuring support for democracy would be less efficient than the rating scales currently in use. Nevertheless, the approach would provide a far richer understanding of how the people in different societies conceive of democracy, and it may prove far more powerful in explaining the process of democratization. The above analyses also hold substantive implications relevant to the process of democratization. The level of information and coherence of thoughts about democracy and democratic principles evident among the Ukrainian citizenry certainly disproves the sceptics who argue that seventy years of authoritarian rule left the average citizen incapable of forming meaningful opinions on political issues. Relative to the elite, the ordinary citizens of Russia and Ukraine exhibit more coherence of beliefs than is usually found in Western democracies. 50 However, they exhibit less constraint among attitudes regarding democratic principles than attitudes towards a market economy. This relative lack of a coherent democratic ideology suggests that beliefs about democracy do not yet form part of their basic value structure or deeply rooted political culture.
While a substantial majority of both mass and elite prefer democratic to authoritarian political values, these preferences are not firmly crystallized. Given this relative lack of structure among democratic beliefs, these preferences could shift dramatically in the face of continuing social and economic difficulties. Nevertheless, a commitment to democracy is more firmly fixed among those who have given more thought to the meaning of democracy and among those who are more highly involved in politics. Although they are a small segment of the population, these are the very people who would be most actively engaged in promoting and defending the emerging democratic political system.
The empirical evidence also reveals less connection between economic and democratic beliefs, especially among the elite, than has been suggested by earlier work. Only among those elite who had given a good deal of thought to the meaning of democracy was there a positive, albeit weak correlation between strength of support for a market economy and support for democratic principles. Among ordinary citizens, by contrast, a modest and positive correlation exists between support for democratic and market principles, thereby suggesting that democratically oriented political leaders could use pro-democracy symbols and messages to mobilize support for 50 See Miller et al. , 'Comparing Citizen and Elite Belief Systems in Post-Soviet Russia and Ukraine', for more on this comparison. economic reform. Given that more than half of the citizens in these post-Soviet countries are currently opposed to a market economy this mobilization effort is certainly necessary. In order to mobilize the citizenry by using democratic symbols the leadership must be able to communicate in a way that the citizens will find meaningful. The effectiveness of this communication, however, will be limited by the fact that the citizens and leaders have somewhat different conceptions of democracy. Moreover, the correlation between preferences on economic and democratic principles implies that if support for economic reform declines further, the public may also become less favourable towards a democratic regime.
While the analysis does not support the hypothesized impact of trust in people on democratization, it does suggest that the development of political institutions, such as political parties and civic organizations, could weigh heavily on the direction that support for democracy and a market economy take in the future. The end of authoritarian rule in the former Soviet Union was achieved without the involvement of mass parties, trade unions or other civic organizations that, many years earlier, played such a major role in coercing political democracy out of reluctant elites in Western Europe. 51 These types of democratic mass institutions are only starting to develop in post-Soviet societies. Yet the above analysis strongly suggests that involvement with a political party was associated with greater coherence of political beliefs.
In particular, those citizens who identified with a democratically oriented party held more coherent views on democracy, were more positive towards democracy and democratic principles, and also were more supportive of a market economy. The directive for emerging democracies is clear -promote democratically oriented parties and citizen participation in these parties. While the prescription is clear, accomplishing this task will be a major challenge for the proponents of democracy, especially given the resurgence of the communists, the rise of ultranationalist parties and the proliferation of many small parties in most of the former republics of the Soviet Union. Index of Pro-Democracy Orientation Q42 I am now going to read you a number of statements. For each statement, would you please indicate whether you agree with each fully or partially or disagree partially or fully. 'A successful political leader will often need to compromise with his political opponents.' Q44 (same as above) 'Participation of the people is not necessary if decision-making is left in the hands of a few trusted, competent leaders.' Q49 (same) 'Any person or organization has the right to organize opposition or resistance to any governmental initiative.' Q50 'Competition among many political parties will make the political system stronger.' Q51 'The government has the responsibility to see that the rights of all minorities are protected.'
Index of Pro-Market Orientation Q72 Some people say the central government of Russia [Ukraine] should guarantee everyone work and a high standard of living, others argue that every person should look after himself. On this card is a scale from 1 to 7, where l signifies that the government guarantees everyone work and 7 that every person should look after himself. 'Which position corresponds to your views?' Q30 Now we would like to get your feelings towards certain groups using a five-point scale,
where 5 indicates a very positive view and 1 a very negative view. You may use any number between 1 and 5 to tell me how favourable or unfavourable your feelings are for each group. 'Businessmen.' Q43 For each statement, would you please indicate whether you agree with each fully or partially or disagree partially or fully. 'There should be a mechanism regulating income such that no one earns very much more than others.' Q66 Some people think that certain groups in society have too much influence on life and politics in Russia and that other groups don't have as much as they deserve. For each group that I will now mention, please tell me if they have too much, too little or the right amount of influence. 'Businessmen.' Q45 (same as 43) 'Economic reform must be pursued, even if it means significant hardship for the people.'
